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ALLEGAN COUNTY SHERIFF DEPARTMENT

112 WALNUT STREET » ALLEGAN, MICHIGAN 49010-1250
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David Haverdink
Sheriff

? ““Larry Ladenburger

August 5, 1994
Undersheriff

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt

Federal Communications Commission

1919 M. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Billed Party Preference; CC Docket No. 92-77

Dear Sir:

Please be advised that the Allegan County Jail has used an inmate
phone system for outgoing calls for many many years, even prior to
being able to select our own local and long dietance company and
equipment provider. Once the law was changed and we were allowed
to do so, we've noticed an improvement in the quality of the
eguipment provided for use by the inmates, the reduction of fraud
committed by the inmates, the amount of interaction my staff has to
have with the inmate phone system, and last but not least, we began
to generate some revenue for the county from the usage of the
phones by the inmates. We currently select a provider by, not only
the commission the county can receive, but also the quality of
egquipment, the repair time, and the ability of the company to stop
inmate fraud. We also do everything within our power to ensure
that a fair and equitable rate is charged for the long distance
service. BAny issues related to the cost of the inmate or their
family are immediately addressed with the provider and the inmates
are also advised that the calls are collect only and that the cost
is higher than if they would be calling from their residence, so
that they can adjust their calling if they wish to reduce the cost

to their friends and family.

The Allegan County Jail would be extremely dissatisfied with any
regulation that would restrict our selection of a provider of
phones and service for the inmates. We believe that we would see
an increase in the fraud perpetrated by the users of the phones,
increase in the damage to the equipment, increased interaction of
my staff with the phone equipment and ultimately a reduction of the

phones or the access to phones by the inmates.
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Accident Records

Administrative

I believe that if the FCC wishes to regulate the inmate phone
industry, because of real or perceived problems with their billing
for the service, it would be better to set some regulation on the
amount that can be charged for the service and still allow jails
and correction facilities to select their own provider, maintaining
control over the phone system, the optiona that they wish to have
in their phone system, and the possibility for some revenue to be

generated for the facility.

In the end, I believe all correctional facilities and jails, wish
to have a phone system which provides the security against fraud
and control over who the inmates can call, it's equipment that is
almost indestructible and which reduces the amount of time the
staff has to deal with the phone system. They also would like to
see that some of the monies generated by these phone companies, be
shared with the facilities that allow them to have access to their
inmate pcpulation. By deing so, that helps offset the cost of the
operaticn to the citizens of the county or state where the facility
therefore we would be against having this proposal

is maintained,
thereby eliminating the inmate phone system

become a requirement,
as we currently have it.

t. James C. Ross
Jail Administrator
Allegan County Shériff's Dept.

The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Andrew C. Barret
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness
Senator Donald W. Reigle Jr.
Representative Peter Hoekstra
Sheriff David Haverdink
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- DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
13400 DILLE DRIVE, UPPER MARLBORO, MARYLAND 20772

Parris N. Glendening
County Executive

July 26, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt

Chairman, Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

SUBJECT: Opposition to Billed Party Preference
CC Docket No. 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Reference is made to the Federal Communications Commission
consideration of billed party preference for correctional
facilities. We feel that applying such a preference to inmate
phone systems would create significant logistical and security
problems which would far outweigh the benefits provided.

Our experience has shown through the years that £fraud,
abuse, and other illegal activity can easily be carried on over
the phone lines, unless we have a system in place that can be
more tightly controlled. For example, if an inmate harasses a
citizen, we can arrange to have a block placed on that
particular phone number. This is especially important when you
are dealing with witnesses who could be intimidated. I am
concerned that if we were compelled to depend on multiple
phone systems to enforce such restrictions that we could
not guarantee results.

In addition to security c¢oncerns, there would be a
significant fiscal impact as well. By working with one phone
company, correctional facilities have been able to obtain phone
equipment which would have been cost prohibitive if we were
required to purchase ourselves. Phones are very important
from a security standpoint because communication with family
members reduces tension among our inmate population.

Finally, we realize that some telephone companies
associated with correctional facilities have been known to
charge non-competitive rates. We appreciate the Federal
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Communications Commission's concern in this matter and welcome
the Commission's assistance in developing rate ceilings which
can be enforced contractually with telephone providers. In that
way we could continue to maintain the security o©f our phone
system while providing the consumer with quality service
at competitive rates.

Sincerely,

Samuel F. Saxton
Director

SFS/pp

cc: The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
—The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Susan Ness
APCC Inmate Phone Service Providers Task Force



LES WEIDMAN
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MODESTO, CALIFORNIA 95354
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July 26, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 2055

re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt :

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate
facilities. Inmate telephone use is not and cannot be construed in the same
light as public use. We, as administrators of the custodial facilities, must
balance the needs of inmates and the protection of the public as it relates to
telephone usage by inmates. Inmates not only abuse the telephone service through
fraud but also commit crimes by the use of the telephones in the custodial
facilities as well as their use to intimidate and threaten their victims and
those who are witnesses against them. With all of this in mind, it is imperative
that each facility administrator have the ability to contract with a telephone
provider who will handle the out-going calls in a manner that is consistent with
our concerns. There is a need for sophisticated equipment to detect the fraud
and other abuse of the telephone network. We need to have the ability to give
people notice that they are accepting a call from a custodial facility and we
also need to have the ability to block calls originating from the jail facility
to certain private numbers. In our estimation, BPP will not allow us to do any
of the aforementioned security measures.

The telephone equipment that needs to installed in a custodial facility must be
of a very substantial nature and is much more expensive than that found in the
normal public installation. Without the ability to contract with inmale tele-
phone companies whose specialty is the serving of custodial facilities, we might
not be able to provide inmates with telephone access. This would have a devas-
tating effect on the morale of inmates within our system. We also utilize the
revenue sources from the iumate telephone companies to provide other activities
and resources for the inmate during their stay. These funds are also used to
assist in counselling services to families aund educational services to the
inmates. We feel that BPP will virtually eliminate this source of revenne.

We do appreciate the concerns of the rates that are being charged with the in-
mates' families and we, in our contractls, require that the tariff rate for the
local carrier be adhered to and we would recommend that any concerns that the FGC
might have regarding abusive rates could be handled by the adoption of rate j/
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ceilings on inmate telephone calls rather than the utilization of the Billed
Party Preference {or inmate facilities.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administrative measures that we have found to be necessary at our facilifies.
Ultimately reducing inmate phone availability which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge vou not to adopt regulations rhat interfere
with our administrative and security decisions, decisions that are clearly within
our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Sincerely, ////// .

f'/’———”_?ﬁ)% /(/L et et~

7" LES WELDMAN, Sheriff-Coroner
Stanislaus County

——

LW:RB:bb

cc: The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Susan Ness
Senator Diane Feinstein
Representative Gary Condit
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July 27, 1994

The Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
FCC Secretary’s Office

1919 M. Street, NW Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Barrett:

It has recently come to my attention that there is a
matter called Billed Party Preference (BPP). This matter
involves possible regulation by the Federal Communications
Commission regarding inmate telephone systems.

Some of the concerns I see, should this legislation
pass, would involve the possibility of a person receiving
a c¢ollect call from an inmate, not being given the
opportunity to know that the call is indeed coming from a
correctional facility before a decision is made whether to
accept it or not. The capabilities of phone number
blocking have been relatively easy for us to achieve.
Additionally, should the receiver of the collect call have
the option to choose the long distance carrier, this could
very likely reduce the revenues returning to our facility.
These monies are returned to our commissary account which
we use for enhancement of inmate life, such as our recent
paving of the recreation vard and purchases of recrea-
tional items for them. A controlled inmate phone system
has also freed up cur correction perconnel from having to
escort inmates to and from a telephone for the purpose of
making their calls, be they legally related or private.

I see some major drawbacks that would affect local
correctional facilities such as mine should this
legislation be passed. I ask you to consider opposing
this action.
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Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
July 27, 1994
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Thank you for your time and consideration.

Since¥ely youys,

Ronald GU Spike
Sheriff of Yates County

RGS:sst
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July 25, 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party
Preference

Dear Mr. Barrett:

I am opposed to the application of Billed Party
Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

I have analyzed the security and administration needs at
our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that
is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have
a contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to
have open access to the telecommunications network and
the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our responsibility to coordinate inmate calls
through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, inmate
calls will be routed to a number of different carriers,
none of whom will have any obligation to us and few that
will be trained to handle inmate calls. Criminal
behavior with the phones will be uncontrollable.

We have also found it necessary to install phone
equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.
This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and
other criminal activity over the telephone network.Inmate
phone providers evolved as a result of such uncontrolled
criminal activity. Given the constant budgetary
constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to
provide this equipment without the help of inmate phone
service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue
stream that finances our inmate phones. If BPP is
applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us
to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone
service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones,
the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
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resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult
for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate
families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC’s
concern if some Sheriff or Warden does not take
responsibility for protecting inmate families from
abusive rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the
solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The
proper and more effective action would be to adopt rate
ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs or Wardens
enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs
and Wardens are committed to requiring rates that are
fair and reasonable. BPP is clearly an over reaction.
Setting ceilings would be more responsible legislation.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ
important security and administrative measures that we
have found to be necessary at our facility.We urge you to
not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security decisions -- decisions that
are clearly within our discretion and which we have a
public responsibility to make.

Approving such legislation as BPP as currently written
will also enable such inmate advocate groups to pursue
other legislative agendas that exceed the intent of
current case law, prisoner rights as guaranteed by our
forefathers in the constitution and would encourage you
to ignore what the professionals in the corrections field
need to protect the public.

Respectfully subnmitted,

co IONS/ CENTER OF NORTHWEST OHIO

~

Jim Pennis
Exa#cutive Director

/pa

c:\jd\Inmate.Phn



The Vowce of Rural Telecommunications

August 2, 1994

Mr. William F. Caton

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: CC Docket No. 92-77

Yesterday, the National Telephone Cooperative Association ﬁled Comments in
response to the Commission’s F ] f Pr Rul , FCC 94-117,
released on June 6, 1994, regarding Billed Party Preference for O + interLATA Calls. Page
four of the Comments was inadvertently omitted from the filing. Page four is attached so
that it can be included with the Comments filed yesterday. All parties who have not
received page four will be mailed the omitted page.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned.
Sincerely yours

s

David Cosso

Vice President

Legal and Industry
DC:rhb

Enclosure
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can one determine the merits of BPP.} This sort of evaluation
arqgues agaihst the Commission adopting generalized conclusions
and universal rules.

In any event, there is certainly many rural areas where the
number of 0+ calls and the number of affected transient users
will be small, and this will mean that the per-unit cost of BPP
will be enormous. Therefore, at the very least, should the
Commission decide to move forward with its generalized
requirement (which NTCA does not favor), then end offices below a
specific cost/benefit limiting size should be exempt from any
mandatory requirement.*

II. BPP IS UNNECESSARY; MEASURES ARE ALREADY IN PLACE THAT WILL

ACHIEVE THE SAME BENEFITS AS PERCEIVED TO BE PROMOTED BY
BPP.

Fundamentally, the potential benefits of BPP will flow to
transient callers® who must make interlATA calls, but without
BPP would not otherwise be able to have their call carried by

their carrier of choice.® Problems associated with callers who

3 uUsing Rural Electrification Administration borrower data,
small and rural telcos typically have less than 10 paystations
per exchange. While impossible to determine accurately, the
number of transient users must be small relative to urban highly-
populated areas.

* NTCA believes that 10,000 access lines per end office
would be an appropriate cut-off point.

3 fTransient callers are those who must make calls from
phones that are not necessarily presubscribed to their carrier of
choice. Most often, this will involve calls made from payphones.

¢ 0+ interLATA calls placed from normal residential and
business line phones already presubscribed to IXCs do not appear

to present any problem to be solved by BPP. Presumably, the
(continued...)



SERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Gail C. Malloy, certify that a copy of the foregoing
Comments of the National Telephone Cooperative Association in
CC Docket No. 92-77 was served on this 2nd day of August 1994, by
first-class, U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, to the following persons

on the attached service list:

ail C. Malloy
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Chairman Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
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Washington, D.C. 20554
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Federal Communications Commission
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